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4 Henl1 firſt ſaw that Pamphlet, which bears 

.. 4. the Title of, 4 Remonſtrance, by way of 

ef": Addreſs from the Church of England, to 

"both Houſes of Parliament, with ſome Re- 

*  *%.." marks upon Dr. Sherlock's Sermon , I was 

not ſo eurions to examine the Contents of that Paper, as to 

ſee what hehad to fay againſt that Sermon, which received fo 

great an Approbation from the Houſe of Commons ; and. 

turning over. the Page, Iwas foon diretted by the Margin to 

the place ; where I find theſe words pickt out for the ſubject 
of hisRemarks. . . ' - _- 

T deny not, but ſome, who are Papiſts, in ſome junilures of af- 
fairs, may and have been very Loyal; but I am ſure the Popifh 
Religion is not ; the Engliſh-man may be Loyal, but not the Pa- 
fiſt; and yet there can be no ſecarity of thoſe mens Loyalty, 
whoſe Religion in any caſe teaches them to Rebel. Now this be- 
ing. an Addreſs from the Church of Z»g/and, which is fo well 
acquainted with Popiſh Loyalty, any one would 1n reaſon 
haveexpeCted, that the DoCtor ſhould have received a Repri- 

mand for touching that Cauſe ſo gently ; and in my Con- 

; Az : {cience, 


( 2] 


{cience, had any one attacked him there, he would have. 
found more trouble, and been put to more ſhifts, in-vindica- 


ting the Perſonal Loyalty of Papiſts, than in proving that the 


Popiſh Religion does not' teach Loyalty*: which is the Accu- 
ſation brought againſt him by the Author of this Remoyſtrance ; 
that he charges the Popiſh' Religion with- being Diſloyal, 
though ſome who are Papiſts may be Loyal. And I ſhould 
have wondered at the diſcretion of this Writer ( had he given 
any Specimen of Wit or Underſtanding. in any. thing elle ) 
that he would engage in ſo baffled a Cauſe: - The better way 
had been to have thanked the Doctor for his Complement, 


and to have left the Do&rine of their Church to have ſhifted 


for it ſelf. ; 


But I confeſs, I have fo great a kindneſs for the Doctor, that 
I am unwilling he ſhould continue under ſo ſcandalous an Im- 


putation, of having charged the Church of Rowe with any 
Dofrines- which ſhe diſhowns, which had at all times been 
very wicked, but at this time had been folly: and madneſs ; 


and therefore not to enter into the Merits of the Cauſe, which 


this Writer hasgiven no juſt occaſion for, I-ſhall onely very 
briefly conſider, what he urges in vindication of the Popiſh 
Loyalty. | | Eo or 
= The firſt Argument he uſes to prove, that their 
ONE ' Religion does not teach them to Rebel, 1s becauſe 
they themſelves ( though they are very zealous for 
their Religion ) deny that it does. Do both in their publick 


Writings and private Diſcourſes, declare. and maintain, that- 
their Religion teaches no ſuch Doftrine, and that they are ready 


to maintain and pradtiſe true Loyalty, with the hazard of their 
Lives and Fortunes, As for their praCiſing true Loyalty, I 
ſhall civilly wave that, becauſe the Doftor has thought fit to 
do fo, and therefore it is no Argument againſt him-;. tor it 1s 


no new thing for men to a& contrary to the Principles of their 
Religion, and ſometimes to be better thantheir Religion 1n its | 


Jalt conſequences teaches them: to be, as I charitably hope 
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many Roman Catholicks are. But whio are theſe men, and'- 
what is-their Authority, who teach, that the Depoſing Here--- 
tical Kings, or-thoſe who are Favourers of. Hereticks, 1s no 
Dodrine of :the Church. af Rome >: T.ſay; the Depoſing Do- 

frine; for I grant,. they do noat+teach Rebellion by that. 
name : for Fhen'aPrince#fs depoſed by the Authority of their | 
Church, they abſolvextheir Subjects from their Fealty, and' 
then it is no Rebellion to rebel, And I with our Author had 

not ſome-cuch reſerve in thoſe.doubtful terms, Rebe/ing and. 
True Loyaliy : 'for to reſt{t and dethrown a depoſed Prince,. 
is not Rebellion, accortling; to the Dofrine of the Church of 


Rome; not to:defend/him, True Loyalty: 


But does this Gentleman think, we have no other way ot 
knowing the DoErine of their Church, but by what they 
ſfay,is the Doctrine of their Church? Suppoſe-ſome of theſe 
Sayers be ſo ignorant, that they know not what: is the -Do-- 
Arine of . their:Church ; ſome fo crafty, as to conceal it ;- 
ſome ſo heretical as to deny 1t, and: to be cenſured; and ex-- 
communicated'for it at Rowe; what does their ſaying ſo-or ſo: 
ſtgnifie tous? who have the authentick Decrees of their Popes: 
and Councils; They are very angry with us, when we al-- 
leadge the Teſtimonies of. their private DoCtors, though of 


"the greateſt Note and Eminency among them, whoſe Wri-- 


tings have been publiſhed with the greateſt Authority, and: 
received with the greateft Applauſe, and yet they have the: 
modeſty to ſend us to:an-Iriſh Remonſtrance, and the Wris. 
tings of P.. or to the renowned. Author of the Roman -Ca-- 
tholick Principles, to kearn the Dofrine of the Church of 
Rome ; admirable Vouchers for the Church of Rome, ſome o& 


whom at leaſt are no better than-Apoſtates themſelves, and: 


are condemned-for ſuch at Rome. 
Suppoſe we ſhould be- perſwaded-by the Authority: and: 


Rnhetorick. of. this Author, that the Church of Rome: does not 


teach the Depoſing Dottrine, and. ſhould aflert. it againſt a} 
the Jeſyits. in. the. world, and one of them ſhould: anſwer in 


the Þ 
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the very words of this Remonſtrance. What reaſon has any man 
ro ſay, that our Religion does not teach us to Rebel ( that is to 
Depoſe and Murder Heretical Princes) when we who are ſo jea- 
lous of our Religion, that we voluntarily ſuffer the loſs of our E- 
ſtates, our Liberties, and our Lives, rather than renounce the 
leaſt tittle of it; do both in_ our publick Writings and private 
Diſcourſes, declare and maintain that our Religion does teach the 
Depoſing Dottrine, and that we are ready to maintain and pra-. 
fliſe it with the hazard of our Lives and; Fortunes * What a 
fine caſe are we in now | when the DoQtrine and.Practice of 
the Jeſuits proves, that the Depoſing Doctrine 1s the DoQrine 
of the Church of Rome ; . and the Doctrine and PraQtice ( ſays 
our Author) of ſome other nameleſs Party proves,that it is not 
the DoCtrine of the Churciz of Rome ; and yet I 1ce no reaſon, 
why the Jeſuits may not paſs for asgood Carholicks as any other 
Order among(\t them, nor why Baroxius, and Be/larmine, and 
Suarez, &c. may not be thought as good Catholick DoCtors, 
as ſome few late Writers. This Argument then will prove 
nothing, becauſe it proves both parts.of a:contradiCtion to be 
true, that the Depoſing Doctrine is, and is not, the DoCtrine 

of the. Church of Rome. I ie 
Had he ingenuoaſly acknowledged, that the Depoſing 
DoCtrine. had: been decreed and prattiſed by their Popes and 
General Councils, that no Pope or Council fince Gregory the 
Seventh had ever condemned it, that the Jeſuits do ſtill main- 
rain it, and yet in the late Cenſure of fome other Jeſuitical 
Dodrines, the preſent Pope thought fit :to let the Depoſing 
Dottrine eſcape without cenſure ; but notwithſtanding this, 
they did utterly diſown it, and would do ſo, though they 
knew the Church.of Rowe had defined it, -or ever hereafter ' 
thould do fo, this had been ſomething to the' purpoſe to ſatis- 
fie both Prince and People of their Loyalty. But to ſay, 
that this is not the Do&rine of the Church of Rome, is to out- 
face all mankind, who have eyes in their heads, and $k1ll e- 
nough to'read the Decrees of their Popes and Councils ; and 
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[5] 
to found their Loyalty upon this ſuppoſition, that the Depo- 
ſing DoErine is not the: DoCtrine of the Church, gives too 
oreat a ſuſpicion that if this were the Doctrine of the Church 
of Rome, or ever ſhould be fo, or they ſhould ever be convin- 
ced that is ſo, then they would be for the depoſing ot Princes 
too ; and whatever 'fome little inferiour People in Commus- 
nion with the Church bf-Rome think of theſe matters, while 
the governing part of the Church believes otherwiſe, as they 
certainly do at this:day,- (-it-the Pope and his Adherents are 
the governing part ) Princes have no ſecurity, that Popes 
will not challenge and exerciſe this authority, but their want 
of power to-do'it; and this, I am ſure, is wholly owing to 
the Reformation : for till Princes had Subjects who valued 
not the Popes authority, they themſelves were the Popes 
Vaſials, and muſt .neceſſarily be fo again, could they extin- 
guiſh this-peſtilent Hereſte, the great fault 'of which 1s, . that 
1t has given ſtrength-and ſecurity to Princes, by weakening 
the FORe. © 


But our Author: proceeds. *7is true, ſome perſons in Com- 
munion with Rome have broached Tenents inconfiſtent with Loy= 
alty ; but "tis true likewiſe, their Books have been condemned 
and burnt (as they often tell us ) ys the publick Executioner. 

e 


It is true indeed, Mariara's Book de Rege © Regis inſtitutione, 
Suarez defenſio fid. Cath. & Sandtarelus Trattatus de Fiereft, 
and-it may be ſome others, were condemned to te burnt. by 
the Parliament at Pars ; :but no thanks'to the Church of 
Rome for this, who never condemned theſe Do&rines. Ir is 
ſaid indeed, that: Mariana's Book: was;cenſured:by. the Pope ; 
and 1t is true, the Pope did cenfure: one: ofthis Books, as we 
learn from Alegambe tn Biblioth. Script. Societ. Feſu, p. 258. 
but-not that de Rege which was burnt at Paris: And as for 
Santtare//us,\his Book was printed at Rome:by. the expreſs al- 
lowance of:Yzte/lefeus: the: General of. the Jeſuits';- ang. when 


the Parlament.of Pars took great-offence at>it, and examin- 


ed ſome: of the Jeſuits whit they thought of it, Father Coron 
anlwered, 


7” "TH 
anſwered, that they diſliked it. And being farther asked, 
how they could diſapprove what their General allowed, he 
replied, That their General being at Rome, could do no leſs. 
Upon this they enquire what-they would do, if they were at 
Rome ; the Jeſuit frankly anſwered, They: ſhould think as 
they doat Rome, as Gramondiis relates. And how this proves 
that the Church of Rome is fuch an Enemy to the Depoſing 
and King-killing Dodrine, I cannot tell : for-it ſeems, that 
thoſe who upon ſome prudent conſiqerations may condemn 
ſuch Dodrines at Paris or London, may prove good Catho- 
licks at Rome, ſuch influence has. @ different Climate upon 
ſome mens Faith. TT I OP 
But he addes, The Roman Catholicks do frequently declare, 
that it is an Article of Faith in their Church, and expreſly de- 
clared in the Council of Conſtance, that the King-killing Do- 
Arie, or Murder of Princes excommunicated for Herefie, is dam- 
mable and Feretical, as being contrary tothe known Laws of God 
and Nature. Lia C 
But whatever the Roman Cathokicks declare ( which we 
PE INDE Wy have but one nameleſs Authors word for, the 
principles, p.6, Author of the Roman Catholick'Principles,who 
yet: aſſignes this as the chief reaſon, : why maxy 
Catholicks of tender Conſciences refuſe. the Oath of Allegr 
ance, becauſe they cannot renounce the Depoſing Dottrine as 
heretical; which isſtrange, if, as he ſ1ys, the Council of Co- 
Fance has condemned it as damnable and heretical ) I am 
ſure the-Conneil of Couſtance declares no ſuch thing. He dt- 
reds us to.Seſſi.15, of that Council, where indeed I find this 
' Propoſition condemned : Quilibet Tyrannus poteſt © debet. 
That any Tyrant may and ought lawfully and meri- 
zoriouſly be killed by any of his Vaſſals and Subjetts 
ty treachery or flattery,' notwithſtanding any Oath 
of Fealty, Nom:expeRtata ſententia' vel mandato judicis cujul- 
cunque,without expecting the Sentence or command of auy-Judge. 
$0 that rhe Council condemns the killing of a Tyraar, not 


of 


«Conc. To. 4:20 
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of a Heretick ; and the killing of a Tyrant who 1s not con- 
demned and depoſed,” not of one who 1s excommunicated for 
Hereſie. And that laſt clauſe, without expeting the Sentence 

' and Command of any Fudge, ſuppoſes that it 1s no fault to do 
ir, but may be a very lawful and meritorious act, to kill ſuch 
Princes as are” depoſed-by.-ſfuperiour Judges, that 1s, by the 
Pope or Counctt, which is the onely Authority that ever pre- 
tended to judge or depoſe Soveraign Princes: _ , Pafank Fu. 
and therefore.,when Suarez was urged with jjp, 5. cap. 4. 
this Decree,.he anſwers; Where do you find in 


the Aﬀts of that Council, that this extends to Princes excommu- 
nicated or depoſed by the Pope 2? . 
This Council of Conſtance owns the fourth | 

| ; . Concil. Conſtance, 
Council of .Lateran for a General Council, ge, 39. 
and decrees, that every new-eleCted Pope be- 
fore the publication of his EleCtion, ſhall profeſs to main- 
tain this :among other General Councils, to the leaſt tittle, 


with'tfttexpence of his life and bloud ; and therefore what 
the Doctrine of, this Council was about Depoſing Princes, we. 


(Wa Ne may learn from the Council of Lateran, which exprefly de- 
oo th fines, That if the Temporal 
Lord feing .required and ad- 


wah n Si vero dominus temporalis requiſitus & 
10/1 Xs | monitus ab Eccleſia, terram ſuam purgare 
nh nay moniſhed oy 7 he C hurch, ſhall neplexerit ab hac Hzretica fxditate, per 
mat | #eglett 70 purge his Country Metropolitanum 8& c#teros Comprovinct- 
o« M8) fr g's F; HE of FJ J ales Epiſcopos excommunication1s vinculo 

of id efre » HE innodetur, & fi ſatisfacere contempſerit 
ſhall be excommunicated by infra annum, ſignificetur hoc ſummo pon- 


. . - tifict, ut ex tunc ipſe Vaſſallos ab ejus ft- 
their Metr 0p olitan and his delitate denunciet abſolutos, & terram ex- 


ES | 

ih Suffragan Biſhops ; and if he ponat Catholicis occupandum,qu1 eam,ex- 
ig, #6 nealetf to make ſatisfattion *minatis hzreticis,fine ulla contradictio- 
of fir 1 tedat ne poſſideant,' & in fide1 puritate conſer- 
WW willzn a year, this [hall be vent, ſalvo jure Domini Principalis, dum- 


10 pit frenified fo the Pope, that from modo ſuper hoc ipſe nullum preſter obſta- 


Nene 
| nel of Ct 


Ml and fl culum, nec aliquod 1mpedimentum oppo- 

| nat; cadem nihilo minus lege ſervata cir- 
ca eos, qui non habent Dominos Princ1- 
rn Concil, To. 11. þ« 148, 149. Edit. 
Labs 


B ſhall 


thenceforth he may declare his 


Subjects abſolved from their 


. Fealty,and expoſe his Country 
to be ſeized by Catholicks, who 


ſhall poſſeſs it without any contradiftion, and preſerve it in the 


purity of the Faith, provided the principal Lord ma 
#o damage by it, if he do —— to hinder theſe cently 


ſerved as tO thoſe who have no 


yet the ſame Law ſhall be o 


recezve 


mes; and 


principal Lords over them, That 1s, all Soveraign Princes, 
and Emperours, who are liable to the Sentence of Excommu- 
nication and Deprivation, it they do not purge their Domi- 
nionsof Hereſie. Now this I take to beDepoling Dofrine. 
But we need not go to the Council of Lateran to learn the 


Concil. Conſt. 
Seſl. 45. 


ſence of the Council ak. Conſtance in this point. 
Pope Martiz the Fifth, in:his Bull for confirma- 


tion of this Council, ſpeaks very home to the 
Caſe, 7 hat all Hereticks, and their followers of; both Sexes, and 


Ommes & ſingulos Hxreticos hujuſmod)!, 


necnon Sectatores Ipſarum hexreſum & er- 


rorum utriuſque ſexns, tenentes 8& etlam 
defendentes eofdem, & Hzreticis 1pſis quo 
modo libet publice vel occulte 1n divinis 
vel alias participantes, etlamfi Patriarcha- 
!1, Epiſcopal}, Regali, Reginalt, Ducal!, 
aut alia quavis Eccleſiaſtica vel Mundana 
przfulgeant dignitate--------Excommuni- 
catos ſjngulos diebus dominicis & feſtivis 
in przſentia popult nuntietis, 8 per altos 
nunrtiar! faciatis : . Et nihil ominus contra 
coſdem omnes & fingulos, utriuſque ſexus, 
hujuſmod!t errores tenentes, approbantes, 
defendentes, dogmatizantes, ac fautores 8: 
receptatores, & defenſores eorundem, Cx- 
emptos & non exemptos,& quemlibet 1pſo- 
rum, cujuſcunque djgnitatis, ſtatus pree- 
minent!Zz, gradus, ord1nis, vel condition!s 
(ut przfertur) exiſtant, auQoritate noſtra 
dil:;genter 1nquirere ſtudeatis, 8& eos quos 
per 1nquyſitionem hujuſmod1 defamatos,vel 
per confeſſjonem eorum ſeu 'per fat evi- 
dentiam, vel alias hujuſniod1 hzrefis, aut 
error1s labe reſperſos reperietis, auoritate 
predidta etjam per- excommunicationls, 


ſuſpenſionts,& interdiR1, necnon privatio- 


nis dignitatum,perſonatuum & offictorum, 
altorumq; beneficiorum Eccleſiaſticorum, 
ac feudorum, quz a quibuſcumg; Ecclefi1s, 
Monaſteriis ac altis locis Ecclefiaſticis ob- 
zinent,ac ctlam bonorum & digniratum (#- 


Pd 


thoſe who hold and defend ſuch 
Ferefies, or communicate with 
fach Hereticks publickly or ſe- 
cretly, in Religious Offices or 
any other way , though they 


Title, ſhall be pronounted Ex- 
communicate in the preſence of 
the People, every S unday and: 
Foly-day. And that the Arche 
biſhops, Biſhops, G) Tnquiſitors,. 
Jhall by our Authority diligent- 
ly inquire concerning them who 
hold, defend , or receive ſuch: 
Herefies and Errours, of what” 
Digntty, State, Preheminence, 
Degree,Order, or Condition ſo-- 
ever they are; and if they be 
found guilty, ſhall by the fore- 
ſaid Authority proceed againſt 
FEW 
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'(Þt . cularjiumac graduum ſcientiarum quarum- 
Few Zy FRY Pp wnife ments of cunque facultatum,8& per alias poenas, ſen- 


communication, uſp enſt on, In- rentias, & cenſuras Ecclefiaſticas, ac vias & 
ferdict, as alſo of deprivation modos, quos ad hoc expedire, ſeu oppor- 


i A. tunos ef{e videritis, etjam per captiones & 
of ther Dightt1es , Offices , and Incarcerationes perſonarum,8 alias poenas 


B enefices Eccleflaſtical,and al- corporales, quibus hzretici puniuntur, ſeu 


er i141 1011t1 | 1] anonicas 
ſo of their Secular Dignities puniri jubentur aur ſolent juxta c 


"O—* fanRiones.Conc. Conſt,Seſſ.qs To.12.Þ.271- 
and Honours; and by any o® © 


ther Penalties, Sentences, Ecclefraſtical Cenſares, which they 


ſhall judge fitting, even by taking and impriſoning their Perſons, 


and executing upon them;any corporal Puniſhments with which Hes 
reticks uſe to be puniſhed, according to the Canonical Sanitions. 
This 15 the Council, whichour Author tells us expreſly declares, 


mrs that the King:killing Doftrine or Murder of Princes excom- 
WJ municated for Herefie, is damnable and heretical, as being 
contrary to the known Laws of God and Nature; and yet 
for ought I cant perceive by this Bull, the greateſt Emperour 
in the world, if he bea Heretick, or a Favourer of Hereticks, 
if the Pope have as much power as authority, may be burnt, as 
John Huſs, and Jerom of Prague, were by this Council. 
The account of that Article, Quilibet Tyrannus, in ſhort is 
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7 Bis 
ues 0 ay this: The Duke of Burgandy had cauſed Lewis Duke of Orleans 
Sur to be mardered ; Fohannes Parvus a Divine of Paris, to juſtifie 
Wall this action, defended that Propoſition, That a 'Tyrant might 


reſence be killed by any of his Subje&ts, without expecting the Sen- 
uday nd tence or Command of any Judge ; which 
ot tle dr Mariana aſlerts to be certainly true, and that 
 Iviltor, the onely difficulty is to know, who is a Ty- 
it diligent rant. So that this is a true Commonwealth-Principle, like 
tle the ſeventeenth Article of FohnWickleff, which was condem- 
| ned alſo in this Council ; Populares poſſunt ad ſuum arbitrium 
dominos delinquentes corrigere. The people may correCt their 

Lords or Governours, when they do amils, according to their 

own will and pleaſure. And this Tgrant is not the DoEtrine 

of the Church of Rome, which reſerves this power wholly to 

it felt, though 1t has been defended by many Jeſuits, ſuch as 

Mariana and Suarez, from whence our late Rebels learnt their 


B 2 Maxims 


Richerius Hiſt. Conc. 
Gentr, part 2. P.162s 
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Maxims of Government. Buttheſe two Queſtions ought to 
be carefully diſtinguiſhed, or elſe we may indeed injure the 
Church of Rowe ; Whether the People have an inherent Riohkt 
in themſelves to Depoſe, or Puniſh, or Murder Tyrannical 

Princes ; and whether the Pope have authority to Depoſe 
Princes for Hereſie or other cauſes, and to abſfolve their Sub. 
jects from their obedience 2 The firſt is not the Do@rine of 
the Church, (though it be of many Jeſuits) but is expreſly con. 
demned by this Council ; though Mariana truly obſerves, that 
the condemnation of this Propolition,Quz/ibet Tyrannus, is not 
confirmed by the Popes Bull, as the condemnation of the Ar- 
ticles of Wickleff and H7uſs expreſly is ; which gives ſome ſuſpi- 
cion, that he did not much like 1t, eſpecially conſidering what 
Gerſon tells us, that this DoEtrine of Fohan. Parvus was branch- 
ed outinto nine Articles, and he was very zealols to have had 
them all diſtinaly condemned, but could not obtain it; and 
therefore complains, Errorem illum non ſufficienter ſed valde 
diminute damnatum eſſe, That this Errour was not ſtifficiently, 
but very imperfe&tly condemned; which he attributes to that 
kindneſs many of them had for the Duke of Burgandy. Hows- 
ever, I do not find this Doctrine defined in any of their Ge- 
neral Councils, and it 1s condemned ( though Gerſon ſays im- 
perfectly) in this,and therefore 1s not to be accounted the Do- 
arine of the Church of Rowe. But as for the Popes Depoſing 
power, it 1s not onely aſſerted by Jeſuits, but decreed by their 
Councils, and therefore muſt be accounted the Do@rine of 
ther Church. 

But our Author proceeds : That noCatholicks, as Catholicks, 
believe that the Pope hath any diref or indiref authority over the 
Temporal Power and Furiſdiftion of Princes : ſo that if the Pope 

 fhould pretend to abſolve or diſpence with his Majeſties Subjeits 

from their Allegiance upon account of FHerefie and Schiſm, ſuch 

Diſpenſation would be vain and null, and all Catholick Subjefs 

(notwithſtanding ſuch Diſpenſation or Abſolution ) would be (till 

bound in Conſcience to defend their King and Country, at the ha- 
zard of their Lives and Fortunes,even againſt the Pope himſelf, F 2 
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caſe he ſhould invade the Nation. And yet we ſee that Popes 
challenge this Depoſing power,and their Councils own and de- 
cree it: and where to find the Roman Catholick Faith, but in 
the Decrees of their Popes and Roman Catholick General 
Councils, I cannot gueſs. And if we may takeand leave what 
we pleaſe of their Councils, and be good Catholicks.ſtill, I ſee 
no reaſon why we may. not reject the Decreesof their Councils 
about Tranſubſtzntiation, Purgatory,Indulſgences, the Invoca- 
tion of Saints, and Worſhip of Images, and continue 2s good 
Catholicks as they are, who renounce the Authority of their 
Councils as to the Depofing Doctrine. TI am ſure the Council 
of Conſtance would have condemned theſe men for Hereticks, 
who ſhould preſume to reject any Doctrine, which this or 0- 
ther General Councils had determined ; for in the Bull of Mar- 
zin V. in the Articles of Inquiry after Hereticks, they were tq 
ask them this Queſtion among others : Whether he believed, 
that what this holy Council of Conſtance, repreſenting the Uni- 
verſal Church, hath approved and doth approve in favour of the 
Paith,and the ſalvation of Souls, is to be held aud ap- Concil To. 
proved of all Chriſtian peopl?; and what it hath and 12: 0-268. 
doth condemn as contrary to Faith and gcod Manners, that is to be 
held, and believed, and profeſſed by them to be condemned. 

It were eaſte to multiply Teſtimomes to this purpoſe ; as 
the Depoſition of the Emperour Frederick II. in the General. 
Council at Zyons by Pope [rnocent IV. the Breve of Paul V. 
to the Engliſh Catholicks, againſt taking, the Oath of Alle- 
glance ; but my Author has given no occaſion to proceed any. 
tarther. He appeals to the General Council of Conſtance, and 
F joyn iſſue with him here, and leave it toevery man to judge; 
whether that Council has decreed the King-killing Dodrine,, 


or Murder of Princes excommunicated for Hereſfie, to be 
damnable and heretical. 


od _ The firit of thoſe three Treatifes againſt the Oath of Alle- 
j il glance,which are publiſhed by the Title of The Feſuits Loyalty; 
| ha- proves at large that the Depoſing Dottrine is the DoErine of 
| F 7 he Church of Rome,by ſeveral very material Arguments. 

aj of DE I. Toa 
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x. © That Popes have taught it as ſound Doctrine, proving it 
* from Scripture and Tradition,and condemned the contrary as 
* erroneous 1n Faith, pernicious to Salvation, wicked folly and 
* madneſs, and inflicted Cenſures on them that held ir. 

2. © That Popes have in the higheſt Tribunals of theChurch 
* depoſed Soveraign Princes, and abſolved their Subjets from 
* their Allegiance; and this with the advice and conſent of 


* their Councils, and not onely Patriarchal, but ſometimes e. 
* ven General, es 


"EL S 3», We 


«Princes after ſuch Sentence of Depoſition and Abſolution of 
'their Subjects from their Allegiance. 

4. * That a General Council, confirmed by the Pope, hath 
* made a Cannon-law, regulating the manner of Depoſing 
© Princes in ſome caſe,and abſolving their Subjects from their 
* Allegiance. , Oo 

5. * That all Catholick Divines and Caſuiſts that have trea- 
<ted of it, from the firſt to the laſt, (after Calvix's time) in all 
< the ſeveral Nations of Chriſtendom, have aflerted this power 
« of the Pope, without ſo muchas one contradicting it in all 
< that time. Et 

6. * That all Catholick Emperours, Kings, (yea, even they 
< that were depoſed )States, Magiſtrates,and Lawyers,and final. 
< Iy all the Catholicks inthe world,for the time being,have(by 
« tacit conſent at leaſt)approved and received this Doctrine of 
« Popes, Divines and Caſuiſts, and theſe Cenſures, Canons, and 
*Practices of Popes and General Councils. ; 

This is enough in all Conſcience, if 1t be well proved ( as 1 
think truly the greateſt part ofit 15) to prove the Depoſing Do- 
&rine to be the DoCtrine of the Church of Rome; and when 
there 1s fo great and potent a Party among themſelves, who 
appear ſo zealous in this Cauſe, I cannot underſtand what 
fault the DoCtor committed in charging them with that which 
tey are ſoambirious tobe charged with, If it bea Calumny, 
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Popes and Councils, Divines and Caſuiſts and Lawyers, are the 
Authors of the Calumny (not thoſe who belzeveit upon their | 
report) who are the propereſt Judges, wnat authority 1t 1s 
they challenge ; and all the world knows what it 1s they 
exerciſe as often as they can. 

There is indeed an Anſwer given to this Treatiſe by one of 
thoſe Catholick Divines -( as they call themſelves ) who will 
not own this to be the DoCtrine of the Church. I read it o- 
ver with great Zeal and expectation to ſee it confuted, which [ 
profeſs I ſhould have been very glad to have ſeen fairly done : 
for I take no. pleaſure in the Errours and Miſtakes of any 
Church ; and I think he has proved, that thoſe Kings and Em- 
perours who were depoſed,did not like the Depoſing DoErine,. 
as any one woyld gueſs ; and I conteſs, I thought it at firſt a 
bold attempt in the Author of that Treatiſe, to prove the 
contrary, which is the onely matter of fat, wherein he has 
apparently the better of his Adverſary ; but as for other mat- 
ters ( excepting the Opinions of all Catholick Divines and 
Caſuiſts before Calvin, which may admit of ſome debate) he 
yields it all, and laughs at his Adverſary for taking ſo much 
pains to prove What no. body denies, v/z. that Popes have 
taught this DoQrine, that Popes and Councils have made 
ſuch Decrees, and have aQually executed them upon Kings. 
and Emperours ; and that their moſt eminent Divines and 
Caſuiſts have defended this DoE&rine, and juſtified ſuch De- 
crees and PraCtices : but yet he ſays, all this does not prove 
it to be the Doctrine of their Church, nor de fide. _ 

Now this does not concern the DoQtor, who did not med- 
dle with their Church nor Articles of Faith, but aſſerted that 
the Popiſh Religion is not Loyal, and that in ſome caſes it 
teaches Subjects to Rebel. Now if the Do&rine and Decrees. 
of Popes and Councils be no part of the Popiſh Religion, 
whether they be in- a ſtri& ſence Articles of Faith or not ; 
if the Decrees of Councils to: depoſe Heretical Princes or the 
Favourers of Hereticks, and. to abſolve their Subjects from 

their 


[14 ] 

their Allegiance, do not teach Subje&s to Rebel in ſuch ca- 
ſes, then indeed the Doctor may be miſtaken, eſpecially if it 
be any comtort to a depoſed Prince, that he is depoſed by 
virtue of a Decree of Popes and Councils; but yet the Popes 
power ot Depofing Princes, is no Article of Faith. 

But yet 1t may be of good ule to ſet this matter in a ctzar 
lghr, and to hear the utmoſt that can be faid to vindicate 
the Church of Rowe from teaching ſo pernicious a Dottrine, as 
this. And what the Anſwerer to the firſt Treatiſe againſt the 
the Oath of Allegiance ſays, is contained in a narrow com- 
Pals, and I ſhallreduce it into as eaſie a method asI'can. The 
truth 1s, I generally like what he ſays very well, and think he 
has proved that it ought not to be the DoQtrine of the Church, 
and that no man is bound to believe it, whatever Church tea- 
ches it ; but I think he has not proved, that it 1s not the Do- 
Ctrine of the Church of Rome. He frankly acknowledges, 
that this Depoſing Doctrine has been taught by Popes, and 
has been decreed by General Councils ( which our Remon- 
{trancer denies) let us hear then how he vindicates the Church 
of Rome from teaching ſuch a Doctrine, and truly I cannot 
find that he ever attempts it. 

1. He ſays indeed this is not the DoQtrine of . the Church, 
and we believe it is not, if by Church he means the Univerſal 
Church of all Ages; but yet it may be the Dottrine of the 
Church of Rowe, which teaches a great many Dottrines which 
the Primitive and Apoſtolical Churches never heard of: and 
therefore though it be true what he fays, That all the Ages be- 
RM fore Gregory the Seventh were poſitively againſt the 
© Depoſing Dottrine ; That this was a Dottrine brought in 
in the eleventh Century, againſt the Fudgment and Pra- 
ice of ten before ; That the Fathers were not of this 
mind ; and a great deal to this purpoſe : yet this does not prove 
that the preſent Church of Rome does not teach this Doctrine ; 
which is plain matter of fa& to be ſeenin the Decrees of their 

Popes and Councils, as he himſelf acknowledges. 
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Thus he proves, That this Dottrine 1s not an Article of 
Faith : For two things are neceſlary to make an Article of 
Faith. Firſt, That the Point have been oriainally revealed by 
Chrift , And Secondly,That this Revelation have been preſer- 
ved by an uninterrupted and uniform Practice of the Faith- 
ful s and if any of theſe conditions are wanting , he denies 


"25 


any engagement. of the Church in theſe concerns , or that the 


Church has believed, tanght;or practiſed this Depoſing Dodrine: 
that is to Jay , If 'any Church teaches ſuch DoQrines, as 


have not the true Chara&ers of Articles of Faith, ſhe does 


not teach true Articles of Faith ; but yet ſuch Do&rines 
may be Articles of Faith in the Church of Rowe , though 
they be not Articles” of the Catholick Faith ; for if no 
Church can-make Articles-of Faith for her ſelf, which are 
not Articles of the Catholick Faith, then no Church can be 
guilty of Herefie, far [he never can have an heretical Faith, 
if nothing can be the Faith of the Church, but what is Ca- 
tholick: which indeed is the only expedient IFknow of in the 


World, to prove the Church. of Rome not to be guilty of 


Hereſe ; but then it will juſtifie all other Churches, as well 
as the Church of Rome. 

1 thought all different Churches or Communions of 
Chriſtians had been diſtinguiſht from each other by their 
Articles of Faith, and Eccleliaftical Policy, their Canons , 
or Laws of Diſcipline ; and if I would know , what iy 
the Doctrine, Government , or Diſcipline of the Church 
of Rome,or of the Church of Zag/and, T muſt noterquize 
cither what the Scripture teaches, or what was taught ma- 
ny Ages fince by the Primitive Fathers , but muſt examine 
the Autheniick Records of theſe Churches, the Decrees of 
Popes and Conncals , their Articles and'Cancns ; for it is 
impoſſible io know , what 1s believed and praftiſed in the 
Church of Rome , or £zelard at this day , but by ſui h Re- 
cords : What 15 the true Catholick Faith , and what is the 
Faith of the Church of Rome, or of the Church of n-- 
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land, are two very different Queſtions, and muſt be proved 
different ways ; we mult learn the Catholick Faith of the 
Church from the Dottrine of the Scriptures,or the Writings 
of the Primitive Fathers;but we muſt learn the Faith of the 
Church of Rowe , or Z»gland, or any other Church , by 
their own Writings,confirmed by the higheſt Authority that 
151n ſuch a Church : And therefore: as we mult learn the 
DcErine of the Church of Fne/azd,from our Articles and 
Canons, lo we mult learn the Doctrine of the Church of 
Rome, by the Dehnitions, Decrees, Conſtitutions, Canons 
of Popes and Councils , whoſe Authority 1s received and 
acknowledged in the Church of.: Rome '; and as he , who 
renounces the 39 Articles, or any of them, does fo far ſepa- 
rate from the Church of Z#zge/azd , and renounce its Au- 
thority and Communion ; fo do thole , who renounce the 
Decrees and Definitions of Popes.. and . Councils ,, fo far 
forth renounce the Church of Rowe , the DoArine , Go- 
vernment , and Diſcipline of it. And as it would be ab- 
{urd to ſay, That the Church of Ezo/and does not ranounce 
Tranſubſtantiation, becaule this Author thinks, it 1s a Ca- 
tholick Doctrine ; ſo it is <qually abſurd to ſay, That this 
DoGrine of Depoling Princes, is not the Dottrine' of the 
Church of Roe, though taught by Popes and Councils, 
that is, by the higheſt Authority of that Church , becauſe 
this Author believes, T hat,notwithſtanding what Popes and 
Councils ſay,it is not the DoQrine of the Univerſal Church 
10 all Ages; which 1s a good reaſon indeed to prove, That 
we ought not to receive ſuch Doctrines,' though taught by 
the Church of Rome, but is no proof,that this 15 not taught 
by the Church of Rowe. 

Thus it is nothing to the purpoſe , as far as we are con- 
cerned in this Controverſtie, Whether Popes or Councils be 
Fallible or Infallible, Whether what they decree be an Article 
ofFaith, or not, Whether ir betrue or falſe ; for 1t the Popes 
and their Councils be the higheſt Authority in the Church 


of 


(1) 
{161 of Rome, we muſt learn from them, What is the Doctrine 
of FT of the Church of Roz, be it true or falſe, as we do, what 
'Miting the DoArine of the Church of Zzelazd is, from the Arti- 
lof the cles and Canons agreed on in Convocation; though we do. 
l, by not pretend that the Convocation 1s Infallible, or that what 
ly that they determine muſt be true, becauſe they determine ir. 
ICY All the little (not to-lay fencelels) Diftintions , which 
Ck] this Anſwerer ules , tend only to prove, That what 1s de- 
urch creed by Popes and Councils, 1s not therefore the Doctrine 
Canons of the Church, that is; of the Univerſal Catholick Church, 
Kand unleſs it ' have: the - confirmation of Catholick Tradition, 
IG _ which I will eafily grant him; but yetit may, and muſt be 
Wo \n ky, | the DoCtrine of the preſent Church of Rowe , if it be de- 
nce its termined by all the Authority, that is in that Church : For 
ounce the that is the DoCtrine of any Church,which is agreed on,and 
&, þ fr determined by the higheſt Authority 1n it; and I know no 
te, Oo greater Authority in the Church of Rozze,than that of Popes 
What and Councils.; and theretore the Depofing DoGrine being 
Bs defined and decreed by Popes and Councils (as he himſelf 
62 acknowledges) muſt be:the Doctrine of the Church of Rome. 
j, Tuths 2. No ſays this Anſwerer, Councils have made a Canon 
OW for the Depoſing heretical Princes, but have not defined, 
iCands, Thar the Pope or Council have Authority to do it. Coun- 
| hack cls uſe to define thoſe things, which they intend we ſpould be * , 
uy oblicedtg believe. To make a Canon is one thing, 70 define 1s 
eſChurt a her, Decreetng and Seppoſuag are plainty not ar frming; and 
: tneretore this Depoling Doctrine is no Article of Faith in 
| the Church of Rowe ; nor are they bound to beleive it, be- 
cauſe thougi it has been decreed, it has not been defined in 
any Council. An admirable Apology for the Church of 
Rome) The Conncil of Lateran (fays this Anſwerer) #224e 4 
Decree CONGEY HANG Depoſition, tre Connect! of Lyons aff entea to ÞP. 1. 
_7 altunl Lepofition therefore they were both perſwaded.thy 
or the Pope, had power to depaſe, T7, for my part, ſee not 
what more can be made of it, And for my part, I ſee nor 
I Vat 
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what more need be made of it, to juſtifie the DoCtor,or any 
one elſe, who charges the Church of Rowe with the Depo- 
1ing Doctrine. He may diſpute with his Adverſary,it ke 
pleaſes, Whether ſuch a Depoſing Canon ,prove the Depo- 
{110g Doctrine to be an Article of Faith ; but I think it is 
much atone, Whether a Prince be depoſed by an Article of 
Faith, or by a Decree or Canon. If that Canon, which 
decreesthe Depolipg of Princes,and Abſolving their Subje Qs 
from their Allegiance, teaches Subjetts to rebel, and the 
Church of Rome has made ſuch a Canon, (as evidently 
they have; 1t Roman Catholick General Councils be the 
Repreſentative of that Church ) I think it does not mend 
the matter much, whether the Depoſing Doctrine be an Ar- 
ticle of Faith or not. And yet I am not ſatisfied, but,that 
to decree what {hall be done.,includes a virtual Definition of 
that DoQrine, on which that Decree is founded. To decree, 
that an heretical Prince ſhall be Depoſed,fignifies ſomething 
more than a bare Definition , that an Heretical Prince may 
be depoſed; and I believe all*mankind,who have not loſt 
common ſenſe by Metaphyſical Subtilities,havealwaystaken 
it for granted, Thata Decree includes a Definition. Nay to 
decree with out a Definition, ſuppoſes the Depoſing Do- 
Erine, whereon the Decree of Depoſition is founded, to be 
{0 univerſally received and ackowledged , that'there was no 
need of an expreſs Definition ; which, I think, ties it as 
ard upon the Church of Rome,as any Definition could do. 

The Sum 1s this : This Anſwerer acknowledges, That 
Popes and Councils have decreed the Depoſing Doctrine, but 
will by no means grant, that this is the DoCtrine of the 
Church, (thereby meaning,the UniverſalChurch ofallages) 
nor that they ere bound to believe it, and 1 readily grant 
him all this, but do till averr, That it 1s the DoQrine of the 
preſenc Church of Rowe ; which 1s all that I intend: to 
prove, for I never thought it was the Doctrine of the true 
Catholick Church, orthatany Chriſtian ought to believe 
IT. 
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it, As the Church of Rome is diſtinguiſhed from other 
Communions of Chriſtians, we have noother way to learn 


* what {he teaches but from Popes and Councils, whoare the 
higheſt Authority in that Church, and they teach the Depo- 


ng DoQtrine; andtherefore thoſe, who livein Communion 
with that Church, and own its Authority, muſt own it too. 
Thoſe who diſown this Doctrine, ſofzr difown the Autho; 
rity of the Church of Rome, and may bethe better Subjects 
for being the worke Papilts, which Ithink 1s no great Com- 
mendation to that Religton. - 

3. Now fince : Popes 'and Councils have decreed and 
thereby defined the Depoling Dotctrine, and this Anſwerer 
does and mult believe the*Church of Rome to be the Catho- 
lick Church. 1 defire to know, how he can avoid that Inte- 
rence, That thisNepoling Doctrine, ever {inceit has beende- 


creed by Popes and-Councils, has heen the DoQrine of rhe 


Church ?- For is not the Church of Roxze the Church till, 
ſince it decreed the Depoling Doctrine? and is not a General 
Council, the Repreſentative of the Church of that age, 
whereinthis Council is held ? And are not the Decrees f 


jt 


Niyto ſuch a Council then the Doctrine of the Church ? No, lays 

wing D our Anſwerer, 7d» not underſtand, how the Church can be 

[101 engaged, unleſs ſhe proceeds on thoſe Grounds, on which alone a. Anſwer to: 

CW | Church as a Church, or Congregation of Faithful can proceed, Went | 
wes 0b | Which he there tells us, is a revelation by Chriſt, preſer- p. 5. . 
coulddo. ved by an uninterrupted and uniform practice of the Faich- 

does, [1 tul, that 15, by that exploded Oracle of Infallible Tradicion, 

ofirins,0! But /f any, or all of thoſe, who make the Church believe not, or 

Line oft att on 0:her grounas than theſe, 1 concervethey believe and act, 

\alares pot as a Charch or 4s faithful, but as Men, or Sc bull 75, Or in 

eau G1 ſome orher Capacity. | The truth-is, whe Commrils leave 

doen their proper work, deftaing and acclaring to Pofterity the Faith 

1 jn/0 recetved from ther Anceſtors, and fall todiſcourſiag, or rather 

WT. acting 0n diſcour ſes formerly made, they are not in firitt ſorma- 

, ene lity, Councils, 1 mean in that propriety. iu which they are held 
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fo be Tafall.ble, but men aſſembled to be a Conniil, and proczed= 
71g How pot as a Council , bit as ſo inany men. And muſt this 
| Pals for good Catholick DoGQtrine; that all the men in the 
Ciurch may err, and yet the Church cannowerr, which 
preſerves Inlallibility in the Church by as great a Miracle, 
as the /pecies of Bread and Wine 1n the Sacrament without a 
Subject. But, I beſcech you, When are General Councils In- 
fallible ? When they decree and define, what is Infallibly 
true. Right! And thus the Convocation of the Province 
of Canterbury or Zork are as Infallible, asany General Coun- 
cil. Nay any private Chriſtian is as Infallible as either, if 


he adhere tolnfallible Tradition,  Butl thought it had been. 


Catholick DoZtrine, That a General Council are no longer 
to be conſidered as men, but as the Church repreſentative, 
which is under the Condutt and” Influence of an Infallible 
Spirit to ſecure them from Error: But it ſeems even a Ge- 
neral Council may err; only then they err not as a Council, 
but as Men : but how ſhall we know, when they are a 
Council, and when they are Men ? Truly this is not to be 
known, till they have made their Definitions and Decrees:; 
and then if they be agreeable to Catholick Tradition, they 
acted as a Council, 1tnot they were only Fallible Men. But 
who ſhall be Judge of this? Who 1s the Keeper of this: Ca- 
tholick Tradition 2 Why every Man muſt judge for him- 
ſelf, 7t is the ſence written in the hearts of the Faithful, and 
appearing in their Attions :The/Friting foretold by th eProphet 
Jerem. 3. in the bowels aud hearts of the houſe of W{rael. And 


thus I hope in time our Quakers may be good Catho- 


licks. : 
The Sum then of his Argument, whereby he proves, That 
the Depoſing DoArine 15 not taught by the Church, though 
it be taught by Popes, and General Councils.is this, That 
the Pope isnot Infallible, atleaſtthar his Intallibility 1s but a 
probable Opinion;That General Councils are not the Church, 


but Fallile Men when they err, and Injellible only when 
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they do not err; That though Popes andCounctils and all the 
Men in the Church teach this DoQtrine, yet the Church 
does not teach it. Now, Whether thele Propoſitions be true 
or falſe, 1 enquire not, but deſire all good Catholicks to 
obſerve, That they muſt renounce the Infallibility and Au- 
thority of the Popes and General Councils of the Church ot 
Rome , or acknowledge the Depoling Dodtrine to be the 
DoErine of the Church: 

This Diſtinttion between the Church and the Men of 
the Church , deſtroys all the Viſible Authority of the 
Church, and leaves evety man at liberty to jadge for him- 
ſelf, What is Cathvlick Tradition; which 1s ſo looſe a Prin- 
ciple , that a Doftor of the Church of Ez2/azd would be 
aſhamed of it; let them no more talk of a Vilible Church, 
if the whole Viſible' Authority of the Church be not the 
Church ; if all thoſemen;, in whom the teaching and go- 
verning Authority of the Church relides , whether Popes 
and Councils may teach ſuch DoQrines,and yet the Church 
not teach them; does the Church ceaſe to be a Church, 
when it teaches iny thing contrary to Catholick Traditi- - 
on ? Then it ſeems there was no Church during all the 
time of thoſe Popes and Councils, which taught the Depo- 
11ng Dodarine; nor is there any Koman Catholick Church to 
this day, wherein theſe DoCtrines are ſtill taught, and will 
be fo, till thoſe Decrees of Popes and Councils be repealed, 
which teach theſe DoQtrines : Or, are they a Church, and 
yet the Church not teach , what they, who are the Church, 
teach with ail the Authority of a Church ? Or, are they 
a Church , and no Church, at the ſame time ? Is not the 
Sentence , which a Judge pronounces by the Authority of 
a Judge, a Judicial AQ, though it be contrary to Law ? 
And by the ſame reaſon, Are not the Decrees of the Coun- 
cil, which 1s, the, Church repreſentative, the Aas of the 
Church , though they be contrary to Catholick Fauh and 
Tradition ? Does a Judge ceaſe to be a Judge, or tie 

| Church 


(22 ) Tis 24,» \ » hy 
Church to be the Church , when they pronounce falſe ? J 
And if not, Are not ſuch falſe Judgments, or erroneous De- 
crees, the Acts of the Judge, or of the Church ſtill ? Let 
b1m but tell me, Whether he will have a Church or no 
Church, and he ſhall find me. very civil in granting either; 
but how this Doctrine will reliſh with good Catholicks, I 
cannot guels. n 

in ſhort theſe men, who will not allow the Depoſing Do- 
ctrine to be the Dottrine of the Church of Rome , though 
they acknowledge it to have been decreed by Popes and 
Councils, go upon theſe Principles ; © 11; © 

1, That Popes and Councils may and. have decreed ſuch 
Doctrines , as are contrary to Scripture; and Catholick 
Tradition. I 
2. That no good Catholick 1s bound to own ſuch Do- 
trines, though decreed by Popes and Councils. : 

3. That the Doctrine of the preſent Church of Rome, 
is not the DoQtrine of the Catholick Church. 

a. That men {are good Catholicks not by adhering to 
the DoCtrine of the preſent Church of Rome, but of the 
Scriptures expounded by Primitive and Catholick Tradition. 
Allthis 1 firmly believe, they are the very Principles on 
which our Reformation 1s founded, and by which we juſti- 
fie our ſelves againſt the Innovations of the Church of Roe; 
but though theſe principles will juſtifie the Reformation, yet 
they will not prove , That this Depoling Doctrine 1s not 
taught by the preſent Church of Rowe. 

Let us thennow returnagain to our Remonſtrancer, and 
and having got rid of the Council of Conftance , and proved, 
Thar it is fo far from condemning, that it hattrapprovedand 

confirmed the Depoling Doctrine, W hat remains 15 norhing 
but Inſinuation, and Addreſs, without the leaſt appearance 
of an Argument : but let us hear what it 15; and he pro- 
ceeds thus. 
 £ an lecing Roman Catholicks do thus generally declare 
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their Loyalty, I think they ought no more in Fuſtite to be char 
ged with diſloyal Principles for the extravagancy of [ome few of 
that waſt body, and thoſe cenſured and condemned. too by them, 


than Tam to be charged with the Principles of thelike Diſloyalty 


and Tnjuſtice,becanſe ſome of my Children have been for the Bill 
of Excluſion, and others who communicated with me,have writ- 
ten ſcandalous Pamphlets, Narratives, &C. tending to T reaſon 
FO i. Tn 
This is ſpoke in the Perſon of the Church of England, 
and a very fair Speech he has made for her, wherein there 
is not any one thing fairly repreſented. For 1. the Do- 
Qtor does not charge Loyal Papiſts with diſloyal Principles, 
only ſays, That the PopiſhReligion 1s not Loyal;but it is poſſt- 
ble, that many Papiſts may not believe this to be the Do- 
dtrine of the Church of Rowe, as many of them profeſs not 
to do ; others may. abhor the* Do&trine, and renounce the 
Authority of the Church of Rome in this particular, though 
they hold Communion with her in her Worſhip ; others 
may have ſuch'a Natural and Inbred Loyalty, ſuch a Love 
to their Prince and Country, as antidotes them againſt the 
Infe&tion of bad Principles ; now theſe men may be L6yal, 
as the Doctor acknowledges, and may act upon very Loyal 
Principles too, but they are not the Principles of the Popiſh 
Religion ; and there is ſome hazard, that while men em- 
brace a Religion, and own the Authority of a Church, 
which teaches the Depoſing Doarine, they may be corrup- 
ted bytheir Religion, when there happens any competition 
between their Loyalty and Religion ; . which is all the 


Doctor aſſerted, and which any diſintereſted Perſon would 


have thoughtRas 1inoffenſive as it is true. And fince this 
Paſſage has raiſed ſuch anunjuſt clamour againſt the Doctor, 
I {hall only obſerve, what juſt reaſon there is for ſuch a Jea- 
louſie after all their declarations of Loyalty, in thar (ſome 
very few excepted ) they obſtinately refuſe the Oath of Al- 
legeance, which there can be no colourable pretence for, 
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but that they will not ferſwear theDepoſing Doctrine, and 
there 1s reaſon to ſuſpect, That thoſe who will not abjure {6 
pernicious a Doctrine, may be perſwaded to practiſe it, 
when time ſerves. Pope Paul the Fifth, 42.1606. by a 
Breve written to the Engliſh Catholicks, declared and 
taught them,as Paſtor of their-Souls, That the Oarh of Alle- 
geance,c{tabliſned by Parliament 3. Zac. ſalva fide Catholi- 
ca, & ſalute animarum ſuarum preſtari non poſſe, cum multa 
cont ineat, que fidei ac ſaluti aperte adverſantur 3 eannot be ta- 
ken wichout violating the Catholick Faith, and injuring the 
Salyation of their Souls, as containing many things, which 
are manifeſtly contrary to Faith and: Salvation. Now as 
the Author of the Firſt Treatiſe againſt the Oath of Allege- 
ance well obſerves(p.11.)thereare not init{-w/ta)many things 
to which this cenſure 1s poſſibly applicable, unleſs this be 
one, That the Pope hath no power to depole. the King, or 
abſolve his Subjects from their Oath of Allegeance. Now, 
when,in Obedience to the Pope , the Roman Catholicks to 
this day obſtinately refuſe this Oath, Is there not reaſon to 
{uſpect, that they are not clear in this point ? and then,let 
any” man judge, what ſecurity there is. of their Loyal- 
Ys - ©: 

: 2. He ſays it is unjuſt, That they ſhould be charged with 
Diſloyal Principles for the extravagancies of ſome few of that 
vaſt boay, and thoſe cenſured and condemned too by them. This 
I muſt acknowledge would be very unjuſt, but it 1s not true. 
Thoſe whom he calls a few, are no leſs than Popes and Ge- 
neral Councils, and their moſt eminent Divines, School- 
men, Caluifts, Canoniſts, for ſeveral ages; who neither 
were, norcould be cenſured, becauſe they ere the High- 
eſt Authority in the Church ; whereas intruth it is only ſome 
tcw, who have taught the contrary, and thoſe indeed have 


been cenſured and excommunicated at Rome, as ſome #ng- 
liſh Chatholicks can inform him. 


3. He makes the Church of Z»gland ſay, That omg of 
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her Children were for the Bill of Excluſion. Tf he would 


have paſſed for a Church of Z»g/and man, he ſhould have 
obſerved a better Decoram in perſonating the Church, and 


not have made her ſay iuch things, as no Ingenuous Papiſt 


would affix to her. If ever the Loyalty of the Church of 
England was tried, it was 1nthat Aﬀair, which {he had no 
other Intereſt, but a ſenſe of Duty to oblige her to; andI 
know not any one man, who was firm and ſtedfaſt to the 
Church, but was ſo tothe Succeſſion too, though he under- 
went the Imputation ofbeing a Papiſt, or Popiſhly inclined 
for it. It is ſuMciently.known, that the prevailing party of 
theſe Houſes of Commons, who were for the Bill of Exclu- - 
ſion, were ready prepared to accommodate and comprehend 
away the Church of Zzgland ; and. he might, with equal 
truth, and honeſty have charged the Rebellion of 4.1 on the 
Sons of the Church of Zzglazd, as the Bill of Excluſion. 
But this is ſobarefaced a Calumny,that it confutes it ſelf, and 
ſhames its Author. 
' 4. Letus then confider, What compariſon their 1s between 
the caſe of the Church of Roe, and of the Church of Z-p- 
lzzd; or,Whether there be the ſame reaſon to charge the 
Church of Zzz/and with dilloyalty, that there 1s to charge 
the Church of Rowe. The Church of Rowe teaches the De- 
poling Doctrine by all the Authority that is in that Church; 
the Church of Z-2/and teaches the ſtriteſt Obedience to 
Princes, without any reſerved caſes, and threatens eternal 
Damnation to all Rebels, how religious ſoever their Preten- 
ces are. Thoſe who teach the Depoſing Dottrine, ſpeak 
the {ſenſe of the Church of Rowe, are her true and genuine 
Sons ; thoſe who allow Subjects in any caſeto rebel, contra- 
d1X the DoCtrine of the Church of Z-2/ad; and therefore 
it 1s as unjuſt to charge the Church of Fzz2/azd, with the 
Treaſons and Rebellions, which are committed contrary to 
her declared Doctrine, as it isjuſt to charge the Church of 
Rome with ſuch practices,as ſhe her ſelfdecrees and reach:'s. 
D-2 It 
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If Roman Catholicks be loyal to a depoſed and excommu- 
nicated Prince, no thanks to the Church of Rowe for it,who. 
torbids them to be ſo. If any in Communion with the 
Church of Zz2/and be diſloyal, this is no fault of the 
Church, which teaches Loyalty. And fince he has been 
" pleaſed to mention the Bill of Excluſion, I would deſire him 
to tell me at his leiſure, What Roman Catholick Nation, 
who had all the Power 1n their hands, would have ſuffered 
a Proteſtant Prince to have ſucceededquietly to his Throne ? 
We know how it fared with Herry the Fourth of Frazce , 
notwithſtanding the Parliament of Pars burnt Marianas. 
Book, and what Herrician Hereticks in thoſe days ſignified. 
But our Church teaches better, and the true.Sons of the 
Church practiſe better, and will never repent of what they 
have done, though they be unjuſtly reproached by Fana- 
ticks for doing it, and as ugjuſtty charged by as kind Re- 
monltrating Friends,as any Rome aftords,with oppoſing it. 

| And now I come-to his convincing Argument ; That the 
Papiits do not hold ſuch pernicious Dottrines ; That he ſees ſo 
many Kings and Princes in other Countries no leſs jealous of 
their Lives and Authorities than others , who yet profeſs and 
maintain that Religion , and think themſelves ſecure by their 
Principles , when they dare not truſt the Calviniſt.. The 
Church of Rome, you know, Sir, never wants Miracles,and: 
it may be, this is none of the leaſt. For my part I dare 
not pretend to give a Reaſon, Why any man- profeſles that 
Religion, much leſs, Why Princes do fſo:; and yet. it 1s not 
more impoſhible , that men ſhould maintain a Religion a- 
gainſt their Intereſt, than believe contrary to their Sences.. 
I ſuppoſe , it is as much againſt the Intereſt of Princes to 
be actually depoſed by Popes and Councils, as it is to profels. 
a Religion, which teaches the Depoling DoQtrine;, and yet 
when Jerry the Fourth was depoled by Gregory the VII. and 
Frederick the Second by Pope /znocent the Fourth in the 
Council of :Zyors, and in ſuch other Inſtances of the aQtual 
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ws 
exerciſe of this Depoling DoQrine , neither the depoſed 
Princes and Emperors,.nor other Catholick Kings, renoun- 
ced the Communion of the Church of Rome tor it; and 
if Kings can be contented to continue in the Communion of 
that Church, which actually depoſes Princes; nay, depoſes 
themſelves, it does not ſeem to me {o convincing-an Argu- 
ment, That the Church of Roe does not teach the Depoſing 


Doarine, meerly becauſe Princes, who are jealous of their 


Lives and Authority, hold Communion with it. 

If they can perſwade Princes, That there is no Salvation: 
to be had in any other Church, thoſe who have a mind to 
be ſaved , muſt be contented to diſpenſe with ſome tempo- 
ral Jnconventencies to {ave their Souls ; and indeed they 
have made the way to Heaven fo very eafie , that it may 
perſwade Princes, who love their Pleaſures , tobear with the 
KRudeneſs and Inſolencies of Popes. And yet no man ever 
denied, but the Papiſts may be very good SubjeQs to Popiſh 
Princes; while they obey the Pope , the Pope « ommands 
their Subjects to obey them ; the only danger is, when the 
Pope and the Prince are not of a ſide , whom the Subjects 
fhall obey then , the depoſed Prince , or the depofing 
Pope ; and it 15no greater wonder , that a Popiſh Prince 
can more ſecurely truſt his Popiſh Subjects , than Czlvi- 
21s, than that a Calviziſtical Prince places-more confi 
dence in his Calviniftical Subjedts, than in Papifts, for 
generally, neither Papi/ts , nor Calviniſts, car endure any 
Prince but of theirown Religion 3 but now any Prince, 


whether Papiſts or Calviniits,may be ſecure in the Loyalty: 


of the Church of Zzglazd , which reverences the Perſon 


and Authority of their Prince, whatever his Religion be. 


As for what he adds concerning our preſent King,(whom 
God long preſerve) there is leſs reaſon for him to fear. 
the Depoling Doctrine ( though he did believe it to-be the 
Doctrine of the Church of Rome) than-for any other Ca- 
tholick Prince in- the: World, For as the caſe ſtands , it is 
INE: 
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the Intereſt both of Popes and Z-g/ih Papiſts to court, nor 
to threaten or depole. him: The Pope's: Authority 'to de- 
poſe ſignifies nothing, unleſs Subjets deſert their Prince - 
and there are ſo few Rozwas Catholick Subjeds among us, 
and they fo ablolutely dependant on the King for their 
own ſafety, and the Church of Zze/and Subjets {ſo nu- 
merous and powerful , and ſo intirely devoted to the Ser- 
vice of the Crown, that it that huffing Pope, Gregory the 
Seventh, were now in the Chair at Rowe, I doubtnot , but 
he would treat the King of Zzpg/and'with greater Civility, 
than ever he formerly uſed to any Mortal. 

And is it not a pleaſant Argument he uſes, That, becauſe 
the King has promiſed ( and we heartily thank him for 
that Promiſe, and rely upon it) that he will maintain the 
Church of England , only becauſe he knew , ſhe was for Mo- 
earchy and Loyalty, therefore he himſelf would not embrace 
a Religion, which teaches the contraty Principles? Toyalty is 
certainly a very good reaſon , why the King ſhould defend 
a Loyal Church, becaule ſtick a Church will defend him ; 
but yet, if he thinks his Soul more ſafe in the Church of 
Rome, it 15 no wonder, that he takes care of his Soul , eſf- 
pecially when the Church of Zzgliazd will defend his 
Crown. I ſuppoſe it is no affront to the King to queſtion, 
W hether he have read the Decrees and Canons of Popes 
and Councils; and Kings who ſee with other mens eyes, 
are too often miſlead , which 1s.no fault of their Under- 
tandings , but of their Information ; and therefore it 1s 
both a filly, and a very rude: D/femma this Remonſtrancer- 
has put upon the King : 7hat to condemn the Roman Catho- 
lick Religion of Principles of Diſloyalty , 1s either to condemn 
the Kins of Ianorance in his own Religion, or of Careleſsneſs 
of” his owas Security. We are as Certain, as Our eyes can. 
make us , That the Decrees of Popes and Councils tzach 
the Pepoling DofEtrine, but we do not think, what he here 
afNerts,follows from it, he thinks it does, andlet him anſwer 
For IT. I 7 This 
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This no doubt , he thought , was a killing Argument, 
We mult not charge the Church of Rowe with the Depo- 
fng. Doctrine , for fear of reproaching the King 3 and by 


\ the ſame reaſon we muſt not ccendemn any other Doctrine 


of the Church of Rome, if it appear , that the King be- 
lieves it : Nay, by the ſame reaſon, we mult believe as the 
King believes , for it is an affront to Majeſty to believe o- 
therwiſe ; and thus he has found out a new fort of Infal- 
libility, and a new Rule of Faith. We will reyerence the 
King's Perſon, obey his Government, and not by any rude 
Reflections reproach or vilifie his Faith, be it what it will ; . 
but {till 1 hope we may have liberty to deiend our own 
Faith without the imputation of Rudeneſs or Diſloyalty. 
No Prince ever yet expected ſuch a Complement trom his 
Subjects, That they ſhould believe him to be Infallible. 

His laſt Argument - to prove the Church of Rowe does 
not teach Diſloyal Principles, is, from the Perſonal Loy- 
alty of ſome Papiſts : but it has already been obſerved, 
That there is no Conſequence in this ; and though he has 
ſaid many things both very falſe and very ſpiteful, yet ſince 
the Dr. has waved this Point , I will do fo too : Who ever 
has a mind to be ſatisfied in this, may read our Engliſh Hi- 
ſtories, and find (atisfation, 1t his own Experience and 
Memory will not do it. 

As for the reſt of the Pamphlet,it is ſo unlike the Church 
of Zugland, that, I ſuppoſe,] need not tell any man, It was: 
not written by a Son of that Church ; and I think it is no 
great credit to the Church of Rome, That they have no 
wiſer men among them to write Remonſtrances and Ad- 


dreſles. 
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